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MILITARY PAY & RETIREMENT/New Taxes to Offset the Bill's Costs

SUBJECT: Soldiers', Sailors', Airmen's, and Marines' Bill of Rights Act of 1999. . . S. 4. Gramm constitutional point
of order against the Graham amendment No. 29.
ACTION: POINT OF ORDER SUSTAINED, 80-20
SYNOPSIS:  Asreported, S. 4, the Soldiers', Sailors', Airmen's, and Marines' Bill of Rights Act of 1iB9@thoiize a 4.8-

percent military pay raise, effective January 1, 2000; will reform the military pay tables; will revise the militar
retirement system; will authorize active duty military personnel to participate in the Thrift Savings Plan; will revise Uneaefit
the Montgomery G.l. Bill; will authorize a special subsistence allowance for enligitedyrpersonnel who demonstrate eligibility
for food stamps; and will require an annual report on the impact of these changes on recruitment and retention.

The Graham amendmentwould raise taxes by $17.979 billion over the next 10 years to pay for unfunded costs of benef
provided by this bill. More specifically, it would raise $5.501 billion from reimposing the environmental tax on corpocations f
the hazardous waste fund (Superfund), it would raise $6.718 billion from reimposing theuBdmettise taxes, it would raise
$2.311 ldlion from reimposing the excise tax for the oiilsfability trust fund, and it would raise $3.449 billion from modifying
the current-law foreign tax credit carryover provision to allow a 7-year carry-forward but only a 1-year carry-back.

After debate, Senator Gramm raised the constitutional point of order that the amendment was a revenue measure, an
therefore out of order because revenue measures must originate in the House. Generally, those favoring the point ofearder oy

the amendment; those opposing the point of order favored the amendment.
NOTE: The amendment automatically fell when the point of order was sustained.

Those favoringthe point of order contended:

We realize that the Senate is taking a holiday from reality by going on an unfunded, multi-billion spending spree With this |

(See other side)
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However, the answer to that distressing and depressing problem is certainly not to raise the tax burden, especially t@tsidering
the Senate has no constitutional right to initiate tax bills. The amendment contains several major changes to the TawilCode that
affect America's competitiveness in the world market and that will increase the total tax burden on the American peagle, which
already at its highest level in history. We emphatically oppose new taxes. Further, if this amendment were to passuttie bill wo
be dead because the House would "blue-slip” (refuse to consider) it because the Constitution says that all tax billeateist origi
in the House. Therefore, on policy and constitutional grounds, we strongly support the point of order that has beennstised agai
this amendment.

Those opposinghe point of order contended:

The Finance Committee estimated that this bill, as reported, had an unfunded liability of $16.5 billion over 10 yearseWe belie
that it is a pretty sorry way to begin a new Congress by spending $16.5 billion in new entitlement spending withoutifrgting to f
anyway to offset that cost. Members fought hard, for years, to get the budget into balance. Surpluses are now projectigd. We sho
not squander those surpluses and renew deficit spending. Our military forces deserve better compensation, but that does not mea
that they have to be paid in borrowed money. Dl fax increasgsroposed in the Graham amendment are all for measures that
have passed the Senate on prior occasions and that should not really be that controversial. We admit that the constitutional po
of order is well taken, but we note that on popular bills such as this bill such matters can be resolved within constitutional
requirements. All Senators should consider is whether they believe that the Graham amendment proposes a responsible source of
funding for this bill's unfunded spending. If so, they should oppose the point of order.



